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CVs based on machine time for a single 
prD?lSS (the finisbing line). 

The petitioner argues that Tj\MSA's 
allocation methodology for variances. 
depreciation and other fixed costs 
(termed "nonstandard" costs) distorts 
actual production costs because it shifts 
overhead expenses to products which 
undergo more finishing. This allecation 
methodology may also shift costs to 
products purchased from Siderca 
S.A.LC., a related entity. ifTAMSA is 
linisbing the Siderca-produced -
products. Furthermore, the relative 
finishing line time TAMSA used as the 
allocation basis for variances and fixed 
costs is the least accurate method for 
allocating these costs to specific 
products. The petitioner asserts that 
finishing costs are only a fraction of the 
costs incuned in other production - . 
processes. The differences resulting 
from the finishing process will have 
little or no relati<inShip to product
specific cost differences in the other 
processes. · : 

As a result. the petitioner argues that 
the Department should apply BIA. As 
BIA. the Department shoUld allocate the 
costs on a per-ton basis over all · 
production. The petitioner discounts the 
usage of standard costs as a basis for 
allocation since the major component of 
standard costs is materials. 

FR 11029, February 23, 1993)). ·· beca\lse TAMSA has syS!em&ticaily 
. However, TAMSA did not rely on total withheld its 1994 consolidated financial· 

machine time as the basis for allocatimL · ·statements from the Department (see 
Instead. TAMSA based·its allocation on . complete discussion at Commeiif6). As 
the standiird time for only one BIA. the petitioner recommends that the 
production step, the finishing line. Department rely on the reported · .. :' · · · · 
Thus, TAMSA's·allocation basis did not · amounts in the company's consolidated · 
reflect the machine time for other · 1994 financial statements which were 
processes performed. TAMSA's filed with the Mexican securities 
methodology allocated more than just • oversight agency. ' · · . ·· · · 
depreciation expenses based on the · . · TAMSA refutes the petitioner's 
finishing line time. It also allocated a:rguments saying it has fully cooperated 
material and energy price variances, . with all Department requests. T AMSA 
efliciency variance, and other fixed asserts that the different fmmat and 
costs on the basis of standard finisbing form of the information filed on the · 
line. TAMSA's chosen allocalion · · :·publiclecord With the U.S. anii ·. · -
methodology ignored the cost drivers for Mexican 8uthorities and the time 
the·price variances, efficiency varial2ce · between publication in the United ·. 
and other fixed costs. These costs are . States and filing with the SEC haS led 
not c!riven•by macibine time, as they .re... to some confusion. . . . ... 
more closely associated with.material · · DOC Position c . 
and uansformatioll costs. For these· ·. · · · · · ., · · 
reasons. machine time is not the We agree. with the p&titioner 
appropriate allocation.basis for c:Osts .·. that it is inappropriate to use the 1993 
other than depreciation. · . ·: G&A exiJenses. (See DOC position ·. . . 

Thepetitioner'srecommendationof ·' regudingCommell16.)Wedisagree .- .. 
allocating nonstandud.costs on a per- . with th<: petitioner, however, is · 
ton basis would allocate the same · ·appropriate because TAMSA provided· 
nonstandard cosuo each ton jrn>duced: . - us with the 1994 G&A informatian that 
This type of allocation would not · · - ·the Department requested. As indicated 
accurately reflect the processes needed. . ·in the questionnaire. it is the :C': each product. or the .. · · · Department's standard practice to· . 

• in the mad1imrtime and celadate QkA based OD the financial 
labor hams for each prodw:L Similarly; . statemems of the prodw:ing company 
it does n.ot capture the-specific costs of . that most closely !elates to the POL . TAMSA argues· that machine time at 

the finjsbi1;1g line is the most 
appropriate basis for allocating 
nonstandard costs ucmding to 
accounting theory. Production, and 
therefore costs, are dependent on the 
slowest machine in the entire 
production process. TAMSA asserts that 
the finjshing line is the slowest process 
and aigues that the alternative of . 
allocating nonstandard costs on a per
ton basis ignores all difierences in . 
machine usage and= differenCes 
between products. • iy, it contends 
that allocating nonstandard costs based 
OD standard costs would ignore the 
relafumsbip of machine usage for 
physically different types of products. 

the materials requized to produce which, in·this investiption, IS Janumy 
· · dillerent products. ,.. . . .. '. . 1. 1994 through June 30, · ·· 

The petitioners argament against . Thel8fmi,. the appropriate financial . 

DOC Position 
We agree with the petitioner that 

TAMSA's allocation methodology for 
fixed costs and variances distorts actual 
production costs because it shills 
Ovmhead expenses to products which 
undergo more finjshjng. The basic 
premise that machine time can be a 
reasonable and appropriate allocation 
basis for depreciation costs is well 
substantiated in -both accounting 
(Davidson & Weil, Handbook of Cost'.· 
Accounting, Prentiee Hall. 1978) and 
Departmental·practice (FiDal 
Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair 
Value; Steel Wire Rope from Korea (58 

using Standard cost as the alloc:atioil . . . TAMSA's G&A cih:ulation 
basis for the variances and fixed costs. is TAMSA's unconsoJidated 1994 · · ·· · · 
because a large part of the standard - financial statement We used the 1994 · 
costs is material cost is unfounded. The · G&A expanses from the 1mmusaHd•ted · 
variances being allocated include produci!>g entity. . . ., ,, ' ·.i • 

material price and material efficiency · All other comments canceming G&A 
variances. Therefore, the appropriate are moot, as they cmicemed the· 
cost driver· for the material variances calcuJatinn of G&A using the 1993 
(materials) is included in the standard . financial statement• · 
costs. · · · · · Commmd 9: Depreciation El<penses. 

We have used total standard cost as . · The petitioner m:gues that TAMSA's. 
the appropriate allocation basis for the · • reported depreciation expense was 
nonstanc!Ud costs. Total standard cost based on overstated usefpl lives and that 
factors in machine time. labor homs, ·. TAMSA's appraised value of assets.was 
direct and indirect material cost and· · · . less than the acquisition cost adjusted · 
usage, labor cost and usage, enmgycost. forinfl•tjm> Therefore, the petitioner 
and usage, other variable costs, · · · argues tQt the submitted depreciation 
maintenance. and other services. expense was understated. The petitioner 
Therefore, we revised the COP and CV CODlellds that TAMSA's depreciation . 
to include nonstandard costs. as a methodology is COlllradictory to U.S. · 
percent of total standaZd costs. - practice and distorts the.POI actual 

Comment 8: caJculation of G&A costs. The petitioner concludes that the · 
Expenses. · · ·. · · Department should increase TAMSA's 

tAMSA submitted G&:A expenses depreciation expense to reflect the · 
based upon 1993 financial statements. dilierencebetween 
"The petitioner argues that TAMSA useful life of all assets and i1s purported 
should have used G&A expenses from "U.S. useful life. · .·· · . · · 
its 1994 financial daternents since they TAMSA argues that its methOd of 
encompass the POL Further, the reporting depnK:iation expenses is. 
petitioner argues that the Department consistent with Mexican GAAP. · -
should base G&A expenses on BIA TAMSA argues thattbe petitioner has 
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Doc Position not provided any evidence to support its efficiency variance. There is DO 
assertion that Mexican GAAP distorts evidence on the record indicating my · 
costs. The Department verified the asset difference between the accrued !IDd 
values and useful lives at the cost actual plant shutdown costs. Th~-actual 

W~ agree with TAMSA. The 
Department verified that the rental 
payments made by Siderca are zeflected 
as a selliJlg expense on its books. The 
dej>n!Ciation, utilities, taxes, and other 
expenses associated with the rental 
property are reflected on TPT's books. If 
we disallowed the rental income offset, 
the expenses of the entities as a whole 
would be overstated. 

verification and has accepted Mexican expenses for the annual shutdown could 
GAAP's treatment of assets in Porcelain-· be either higher or lower than the 
on-Steel Cooking Ware from Mexico; accrued amounL The efliciency variance 
Final Results of Antidumping includes elements other than the 
Administrative Review (Cooking Ware difference between accrued and actual 
from Mexico)(60 FR 2378, JmWIIY 9, shutdown costs. It also reflects all other 
1995). variances in efficiency. The petitioner's. 
DOC Position argument to use the annual efficiency 

variance to capture the variance ill . 
We agree with TAMSA. The shutdown costs would have the effect of 

Comment 13: fiDandal Expenses in 
Furthei Manufactilring Costs. 

Department has relied on the cap'"'""n other variances that did not 
revaluations-·'-' by Mexican GAAP ·--.. 

The petitioner argues that TAMSA 
failed to add financial expenses to the 
further manufacturing cost of umelated 
companies. The petitioner ergues that 
the consolidated interest expense of 
TAMSA should be applied to the 
amount charged to TAMSA by the 
umelated further manufacturer. 

.... - relate to production in the POL 
in other cases, sw:h as Cooung Ware ColJUJlent ll: cv Interest OJJset. 
from Mexico. We made DO adjustment 
for the useful life of the assets because The petitioner asserts that TAMSA 
there is no evidence that the lives used improperly included - materials and 
in the depreciation calculation were semi-finished products and non- · 
overstated. ID fact, as :refiected in the customer aa:ounts receivables in the CV 
cost wrification report. the Department interest offset. The petitioner agues that 
reviewed the depreciation schedules the Department should revise the CV 

TAMSA argues that it properly 
reported the amount charged by the 
umelated further manufacturers. The fee 
it was charged includes an amount for 
finencjal expense. because it must be 
assumed that the umelated further 
mmut'pch1rer charges an amount that 
would cover all of its costs, iDcluding 
financial costs. TAMSA also argues that 

and c:alad•tions and found them to be interest offset for the final 
determination. reasonable. Mexican GAAP requires an 

annual :revaluallon of assets. Tbe umuaJ TAMSA did not mmment on this 
issue. revaluation was perfonned by an 

independent appraiser and it caJcuJates DOC Position 
the useful life remam;ng for 
depredation c:alculation. and. 
the valuation '::?:!":sset. Therefore, the 
petitioner's assertion that we should use 
the asset life as p:rescribed for U.S. 
income tax dei>reciation as a sum>gate 
for the asset life determined by the . 
independent apprai- is unfounded. 

comment 10: Periodic Maintellance 
. and Shut-Down Costs. . 

The petitioner argues that TAMSA's 
1eported costs fail to capture the · 
vmm associated with the actua1 
sbutdOWD costs. 
. The Department should - the 
nonstaDdard costs for the diffenmce 
between the POI eflicitmey variance and 
the entire yeer eflic:iem:y variance. It 
claims that. since the actual shutdown 
occms in August. the appropriate 
efficieDcy variance is the annual 
-.:it; not the POI variance as used 
byTAMSA. -

TAMSA mgues that it properly 
~the periodic mpjntpnpnce and 
shut-down costs for the POL TAMSA 
argues that its accrual for repair and 
meintenance in the POI was carefully 
established through a thorough 
IUIBiytical process aver a series of 
months and was kjiplu•ed by plant 
engineers and mpnagmnent. 

DOC Position 
We agree with TAMSA. TAMSA 

accrues a mODlbly amount for the 
annual shutdown which occurs in 
August. The difference between the 
accrued shutdown expenses and the 
actual expenses was captured in the 

We agree with the petitioner. it properly included the financja! 
TAMSA's calculatian of the CViDtetest expeJ1!18S of TIC and SidercaCorp. as 
offset was in error. As part of the selling expenses and TPT's financjal 
Department's nmmal Dietliodology, we expense as a further manufacturing cost 
allow only finished goods inventory and on merchandise processed by TPT. 
custamer accounts receivable as an DOC Position 
offset to CV iDtenst expense. This offset 
avoids double counliDg interest expense We agree with TAMSA. We verified 
captured in the imputed inventory .·that TAMSA included the amount · 
canyiDg cost and the imputed credit - charged by the umelated further . 
expense. We revjsed the CV financja! llllllllllilctm ill its submitted costs. 
expense ratio to reflect only the fillished This fee includes financjng and Ga:A . 
goods inventory and the customer costs iDcuned by the umelated further 
aa:mmts receivable as an o!Fset. manufacturer. Ifwe added TAMSA's 

Comment 12: Rental Payments in financing costs to the costs nparted for 
Further Manufacturing Costs. · the umelated company, we would be 

The petitioner argues that TAMSA's burdening an ann's-Jength transaction 
i:elated com~y which per-forms further with iDappropriate costs. For products 

..-- further iiWmfactiDed by TPT, TAMSA 
manufacturing in the United States. included TPT's Ga:A, and we added the 
TPT,reduceditsgeneral expenses by . ---"dated-- R "al 
net rental income received from Siderca · ............ .--D""CI expense, 
Corp. The peti"tioner contends that this pursuant to the Deportment's practice 

(see ;'iD.al Detnndnaticm of s8les at Less 
is illapl'fl'priate and the iDcome should Than Fair Value: New Mmivuis from 
beremoved. Janan (57FR_ 219S7,May26, 1992)_). 

TAMSA disagxees with the r-
petitianer's assertion and clarifies that Suspension of liquidation 
the gross rental payments received by Pursuant to section 735(c)(l)(B) of the 
TPT are net rental income ill excess of Act. we will instruct the Customs 
expenses. ID addition, TAMSA argues Service to require a cash deposit or. 
that the rental iDcome is directly offset posting of a bond equal to the estimated 
by rent expenses reported on the books final dumping margins, as shown below 
of Siderca Corp. TAMSA argues that the for entries of 0CTG from Mexico that 
petitioner's requtist would overstate are entered, or withdnwn from · 
expenses by recognlzlDg the rental warehouse. for consumption from the 
expense as a selliJlg expense and by not date of publication of this notice in the 
recognizing the offsetting rental revenue Federal Register. The suspension of 
as a reduction to further manufacturing liquidation will remain ill effect Ulltil 
G&A. further notice. 
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Weighted
average 

margin per
centage 

Tubas Acero de Mexico, SA -
AB Olhers. ------.. ·---

23.79 
23.79 

Jntemational Trade Commission (lTC) 
Notification 

Jn 8CCOl'dance with section 735(d) of 
the Act. we have notified the ITC of our 
determination. The ITC will make its 
determination whether these imports 
materially injure, or threaten injury to, 
a U.S. industry within 75 days of the 
publication of this notice, in accordence 
with section 735(b)(3) of the Act. If the 
ITC detemiiDes that material injury or 
threat of material injury does not exist, 
the proceeding will be lf:rmiDated end 
all securities posted as a l8Slllt of the 
suspension of liquidation will be 
zefunded oramcelled. Howaver, if the 
rrc determines that material injury or 
threat of material injury does axist, the 
Deputment will issue en antidumping 
duty order. 

Notification to lnlerested Parties 

Thls notice serves as the only . 
reminder to parties subject to 
admlnistrative protective order (APO) in 
this investigation of their i:esp(msibility 
coveriDg the mum or destruction of 
pmprietary information disclosed under 
APO in aa:ordence with 19 CFR 
353.34(d). Failme to c:Omply is a 
violation of the APO. 

Thls determination is published 
pursuant to section 735.(d) of the Act 
end 19 CFR 353.20(a)(4). . · . 

DatBcl: }uDe 19, 1995. 
S1ISUl G. E en 
Assistant ~forlmport A- ·. 
(FR Doc. 95-15621 Filed &-27-95; 8:45 am] 

[..\ 489 806] 

Frnal Delamlnatlon of Sales at Less 
Tia! Fair Value: Oil Country TubUlar 
Goods from Spain 

AGENCY: Import Administtation, 
JnteJ:nationpl Tmd.e Administration.r 
Deputment of Com'""""'. 
EFFECTIVE DAlE: Juna 28, 19!>5. 
FOR FURlllEll INRlllMATlON CONTACT: 
Magd Zalok or William Crow, Ofl'ice of 
Antidumping Investigations. Import 
Admirii"'ntion, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 14th Street end Constitution 
Avenue NW., Wasblngton, OC.20230; 
telephone (202) 482'-4162 or 482--0116, 
respectively. 

We determine that oil count?Y tUbular 
goods (OCTG) from Spain are beingsold 
in the United States at less then fair 
value, as pmvided in section 735 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended ("the 
Act"). The estimated mmgiDs are shown 
in the "Suspension of Liquidation" . 
section of this notice. 

ease Histozy 
Since the preliminary determination 

of sales at less then fair value in this 
investigation on Jenuary 26, 1995 (60 FR 
6516, Febnwy 2, 1995), the following 
events have occurred. On Febnwy 8, 
1995, (60 FR 8632, Febnwy·15, 1995) 
the Depa:rtment postponed the final 

7304.20.50.75, 7304.20.60.15, 
7304.20.60.30, 7304.20.60.45, 
7~.20.60.60, 7304.20.80.75, 
7304.20.70.00, 7304.20.80.30, 
7304.20.80.45, 7304.20.80.60. 
7305.20.20.00, 7305.20.40.00, 
7305.20.60.00, 7305.20.80.00, 
7306.20.10.30; 7306.20.10.90, 
7306.20.20.00, 7306.20.30.00, 
7306.20.40.00, 7306.20.60.10, 
7306.20.60.50, 7306.20.80.10, and . 
7306.20.80.50. 
After the p~tion of the · 

preliminary determination, we found 
that HTSUS item numbers . . 

. 7304.20.10.00, 7304.20.20.00, 
. 7304.20.30.00, 7304.20.40.00, 
7304.20.50.10-, 7304.20.50.50, . 
7304.20.60.10, 7304.20.60.50, end 
7304.20.80.00 were DO longer valid 
HfSUS item numbers. Accordlngly, 

· detennination in accordance with 
section 735(a)(2)'of the Act end 19 CFR 
353.20(b)(1). 

lnMmch 1995, theDeputment 
conducted its sales end cost .. 
verificat!Ons of.the~ Tubas 
Reunidos (''TR'') in Spain. Verilication 
zeportS ware i8sued in April and May 

. these numbets .have been deleted from 

1995. . . 
an May 9, 1995. the petitioners end-

. TR submitted case briefs. Rebuttal briefs 
were submitted by both parties an May 
16. 1995. On May 17. 1995, the 
Department held a public bearing. · 

Scope of the Inwstigation 
For~ of this investigation, . · 

OCTG ue hollow steel products of 
cin:ular cross section, including oil well 
casing. tubing, end drill pipe, of iron .. 
(other then cast inm) or Stael (both. . . 
carbon end alloy), whether-mless or , 
welded, whether or• confnnning to . 
American Pettolewn fnsti1ule (API) or 
non-AP! specifications. whether . · 
finished or 1mfinisb«f {iDc}uding green 
tubes end limited serrice'OCTG 
pmducts). Thls scope does not a11111r . 
casing, tubing. ordiill pipe mnWni.Dg 
10.s pen:ent or more of chramium. The 
OCJ'G subject to this investigation are 
cummtly cJassified ill the lfannonjMd, 
Tariff Sdiedule of the United States . 
(}ITSUS) under item numbers: 
7304.20.10.10, 7304.20.10.20; 

the ~ definition. . :' ' .. 
AlthOugh the !ITSUS ,,nhbeedings aie 

pIOVided for convenience end customs 
pwposes, our written descriptiiJn of the 
scope of this investigation: is dispositive. 
Period of Investigation 

The period of in · -. (POI) is 
IBlllWY t, 1994, = 30, 1994. 

ApplicabI; Statute and Jlesulalions 
Unless otherwise iDdicated. ali. 

citations to the Statute end to the 
Department's nigulations are in · 
mm...ca·to the pmvisions as they 
lllCisled on December 31, 1994.. 

Best Jnfoimatian Available (BL\} 

We.have determined that TR's 
q,,.,.uonnaile responses proVide en . · 
inadequate basis for Fjmating 4UJDping 
mmgins. At verification. we discioveied 
significerrt oinissions, cliscnrpaDcies. 
end a luge number of emus in TR's 
.responses. as well as an ovenll lack of 
support for certain ofTR's sales data. 
lnStead of reporting the actual prices 
cbuged to the first umelated U.S. 
customers, as requested by the · 
Department, TR iDcmrectly mported the 
U.S. prices invoiced to its 18lated 
.,Jbsjcliary, end !illled to proVide 
idequate support documentatian at 
verilication for the aclual. prices 
invoiced to the U.S. custamers. TR 
omitted reporting all cbazges in the U.S. 
market for freight. guarantee and retum 

. credits end did not pIOVide adequate 
support documentation at verification 
for these c:Jwges. TR also omitted . 

. ieporting the sale of certam OCTC 
pIOducts. and provided no evidence at 
verilication that the sales of those 

7304.20.10.30, 7304.20.10.40, 
7304.20.10.50, 7304.20.10.60, 
73~20.10.liO, 73Q4.20c20.10, 
7304.20.20.20, 7304.20.20.30, 
7304.20.20.40, 7304.20.20.50, 
7304.20.20.60, 7304.20.20.80, 
7304.20.30.10, 7304.20.30.20, 
7304.20.30.30, 7304.20.30.40. 
7304.20.30.50, 7304.20.30.60; 
7304.20.30.80, 7304.20.40.10, 
7304.20.40.20, 7304.20.40.30, 
7304.20.40.40, 7304.20.40.50, 
7304.20.40.60, 7304-20;40.80, 
7304.20.50.15, 7304.20.50.30, 
7304.20.50.45, 7304.20.50.60, 

_ pIOductS were not COV8led by the scope 
.of this investigation. ID its~· TR 
.stated that its home market was not 
viable with respect to the sale of the 
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subject merchandise. However, the sales use of a cooperative BIA margin, see the 
of certain OCTG products discovered at "DOC Position" section ofthis notice. 
verification indicate a viable home 
mazket, thereby making the use of a Verification 
third country market, instead of the As provided iJi section 776(b) of the 
home market as a basis for determining Act, we attempted to verify TR's 
foreign market value, questionable. information for purposes of the final 
Finally, in addition to the significant determination. However, given the 
omissions, the charges and adjustments significant discrepancies encountered at 
reported by TR were replete with verification, the use of the respondent's 
discrepancies and errors, making it information in the final determination 
impossible for the Department to was not possible. 
conduct a complete verification of TR's Interested Party Comments 
responses. . 

In order to determine whether sales Comment i-Use of Total 
are made in the United States at less Uncooperative BIA 
than fair value, it is critical that the The petitioners maintain that because 
Department be provided with accurate of the gravity of the mistakes made by 
and reliable sales information to be used TR, the Department should assign to TR 
in its analysis. Because of the an uncooperative BIA margin of 18.6 
inaccwacies discovered in TR's pen:enL They point ta the verification 
submitted infonnatian, the-Department report which shows that TR failed ta 
was unable ta verify that information, as report the actual price as invoiced ta the 
required by section 776(1) of the AcL fust unrelated U.S. customer, and note 
That section of the Act provides that, if that many other discrepancies and 
the Department is unable ta verify, omissions were found by the 
Within _the time specified, the accuracy Department at verification. 
and completeness of the factual TR·maintains that the record clearly 
information submitted, it shall use BIA reflects that it has cooperated fully with 
as the basis for its determination. the Department in this investigation, 
Consequently, we have based this submitting hundreds of pages of 
determination on BIA. responses ta the Department 

In d.eteminjng what rate to use as questionnaires and supplemental 
BIA, the Department follows a two- questionnaires within the time allowed. 
tiered BIA methodology, whereby the Accmding to the respondent, due ta the 
Department may impose the mast tight time·constraints of antidumping 
advmse rate upon those respondents investigations, a: number of errors have 
who refuse ta cooperate or otherwise been made, many of which came ta light 
impede the proceeding, or assign a in preparing dacumentatian for 
lower rate for those respondents who verification.-TR maintains·that it 
have cooperated in an investigation. promptly and fully disclosed the erron; 
When a company is determined ta be ta the Department as soon as the 
uncooperative, it has been the respondent became aware of such 
Department's practice ta apply the errors. 
highest rate alleged in the petition as Moreover, TR contends that only 
BIA. When a company is determined ta -following receipt.of the verification 
be cooperative, it has been the outline on March 7, 1995, did TR's 
Department's praCtice ta apply as BIA officials, in the course of preparing the 
the higher of: (1) The average of the payment documentation for verification, 
u:argins in the petition; or (2) the see the need ta refer to the actual· 
alculated margin for another firm for invoices re-issued by TR America, 
tile same class or kind of merchandise inclusive of the inland :&eight. TR 
from the same country. This maintains that, even if it had realized 
;ne>.hadalagy far assigning BIA has been the need earlier ta report ta the 
upheld by the U.S. Court of Appeals for Department the actual invoiced prices 
the Federal CircuiL (See Allied-Signal inclusive of the U.S. inland freight 
Aerospace Co. v. the United States, Slip expenses, it would not have changed the 
Op. 93-1049 (Fed Cir. June 22, 1993); . way in which the sales listing was 
see also Krupp Stahl AG. et al v. the ultimately prepared. TR stateS that, in 
United States, Slip Op. 93-84 (C!TMay order ta be able ta provide a timely 
26, 1993).) response to the Department's . 

Jn spite of the numerous erron; in its questionnaire, it was necessary. to report 
response, We have determined that TR sales data as it was refiected in TR's 
was cooperative during this proceeding computer in Spain. Furthermore, TR 
and have assigned to it a cooperative argues that it was appropriate not to 
BIA margin of 11.95 pen:ent, based on report sales of class "C'' OCl'G and 
the average of the margilis alleged in the · couplings stock because these products 
petition. For further information an the are not covered in the scope of the 

investigation. F'mally, TR claims that 
the erro?S and discrepancies discovered 
for the remaining sales data .are · 
insignificant and offset each other. 
Therefore, the respi>ndent requests that 
the Department use the information 
gathered at verification as a basis for 
TR's margin calculation in the final 
determination. 

DOC Position 

As discussed in the BIA sed:ion of 
this notice, the discri>pancies found in 
TR's response render it unusable. The 
Department, however, disagrees with 
the petitioners an assigning TR a non
coaperative BIA ·margin. Although much 
. of the information found ta be deficient 
could not be remedied at verification, 
TR made a goad faith effort by 
responding ta the Department's· 
questionnaire. by submitting a verifiable 
cost of production questionnaire 
response, and by attempting to 
cooperate at the sales verification. We 
also believe that the inaccuracy of TR's 
responses is the result of inadvertent 
errors in its reporting, and poor 
vwification preparation, not a Jack of. 
cooperation on the part of the 
respondent. Thus, we believe that 
assigning .TR a cooperative BIA margin 
is appropriate. · . 

Because this final determination is 
based an BIA, all other comments are 
mooL 

Suspension of Uquidation 

Pursuant ta the results of this final 
detcminatton, we will instruct the 
Customs Service ta require a cash 
deposit or posting of a bond equal to the 
·estimated final dumping margin, as 
shown below for entries of OCl'G from . 
Spain that are entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouse, for consumFan from 
the date of publication of this notice in 
the Federal llegister. The suspension of 
liquidation will remain in effect until 
further notice. 

Tll:Jos Reunidos $.A ----- 11.95 
AD Olhers ----------- .l 1.95 

ITC Notification 
In accordance with section 735(d) of 

the Act, we have notified the ITC of our 
determination. The ITC will make its 
determination whether these imports 
materially injure, or threaten injury ta, 
a U.S. industry within 75 days of the 
puhlicatian of this notice, in accordance 
with section 735(b)(3) of the Act. If the · 
ITC determines that material injury or 
threat of material injury does not exist, 
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the proceeding will be terminated and 
all securities posted as a result of the 
suspension of liquidation will be 
refunded or canceled. However, if the 
ITC determines that such injury does 
exist, the Department will issue an 
antidwnping duty order. 

Notification to Interested Parties 

This notice serves as the only 
reminder to parties subject to 
administrative protective order (APO} in 
this investigation of their responsibility 
covering the return or destruction of 
proprietary information disclosed under 
APO in accordance with 19 CFR 
353.34(d}. Failure to comply is a 
violation of the APO. 

This determination is published 
pursuant to section 735(d} of the Act (19 
U.S.C. 1673(d)) and 19 CFR 353.20. 

Dated: June 19. 1995. 
Susan G. Essennan, 
Assistant Secretary for Import. 
Administration. 
!FR Doc. 95-15622 Filed 6-27-95; 8:45 am) 

BIUJHG CODE 3Sto-og...p 

(C-47~17) 

Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty 
Determination: Oil Country Tubular 
Goods r'OCTG'1 From Italy 

AGENCY: Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration. 
Department of Commerce. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: June 28, 1995. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Peter Wilkniss, Office of Countervailing 
Investigations, Import Administration, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Room 
3099, 14th Street and Constitution 
Avenue. NW., Washington. DC 20230; 
telephone (202) 482--0588. 

Final Determination 

The Department determines that 
benefits which constitute subsidies 
within the meaning of section 701 of the 
Tartff Act of 1930, as amended ("the 
Act"}, are being provided to 
manufacturer.;, producers, or exporters 
in Italy of OCTG. For information on the 
estimated net subsidies. please see the 
Suspension of Liquidation section of 
this notice. 

Applicable Statute and Regulations 

Unless otherwise indicated, all 
citations to the statute and to the 
Department"s regulations are references 
to the provisions as they existed on 
December 31, 1994. References to the 
Countervailing Duties: Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaldng and Request for 
Public Comments, 54 FR 23366 (May 31, 
1989) (Proposed Regulations}, which 

has been withdrawn. are provided 
solely for further explanation of the 
Department's CVD practice. 

Case History 

Since the publication of the 
preliminary determination in the 
Federal Register (59 FR 61870, 
December 2, 1994), the following events 
have occurred. 

On December 23, 1994, we aligned the 
final countervailing duty determination 
in this investigation with the final 
determination in the companion 
antidwnping investigation of OCTG 
from Italy (59 FR 66295). 

We conducted verification of the 
responses submitted on behalf of the 
Government ofltaly ("GO!"), and 
Daimine S.p.A. ("Dalmine") from 
January 22 through January 27. 1995. 

On April 19, 1995, we postponed the 
final determination in this case to June 
19, 1995(60FR19571). 

On May 2, 1995 we received a case 
brief from respondenL Neither 
petitioner nor respondent requested a 
hearing in this investigation. 

Scope of Investigation 

For purposes of this investigation, 
OCTG are hollow steel products of 
circular cross-section, including oil well 
casing, tubing, and drill pipe, of iron 
(other than cast iron) or steel (both 
carbon and alloy), whether seamless or 
welded, whether or not conforming to 
American Petroleum Institute (AP!) or 
non-AP! specifications, whether 
finished or unfinished (including green 
tubes and limited service ocrG 
products}. This scope does not cover 
casing, tubing, or drill pipe containing 
10.5 percent or more of chromium. The 
ocrG subject to this investigation are 
currently classified in the Harmonized 
Tariff schedule of the United States 
(HI"SUS} under item numbers: 
7304.20.10.10. 7304.20.10.20, 
7304.20.10.30, 7304.20.10.40, 
7304.20.10.50, 7304.20.10.60, 
7304.20.10.80, 7304.20.20.10, 
7304.20.20.20, 7304.20.20.30, 
7304.20.20.40, 7304.20.20.50, 
7304.20.20.60, 7304.20.20.80, 
7304.20.30.10, 7304.20.30.20, 
7304.20.30.30, 7304.20.30.40, 
7304.20.30.50, 7304.20.30.60, 
7304.20.30.80, 7304.20.40.10. 
7304.20.40.20, 7304.20.40.30, 
7304.20.40.40, 7304.20.40.50, 
7304.20.40.60, 7304.20.40.80, 
7304.20.50.15, 7304.20.50.30, 
7304.20.50.45, 7304.20.50.60, 
7304.20.50.75, 7304.20.60.15, 
7304.20.60.30, 7304.20.60.45, 
7304.20.60.60, 7304.20.60.75, 
7304.20.70.00, 7304.20.80.30, 
7304.20.80.45, 7304.20.80.60, 

7305.20.20.00, 7305.20.40.00, 
7305.20.60.00, 7305.20.80.00, 
7306.20.10.30, 7306.20.10.90, 
7306.20.20.00, 7306.20.30.00, 
7306.20.40.00, 7306.20.60.10, 
7306.20.60.50; 7306.20.80.10, and 
7306.20.80.50. 

After the publication of the 
P!"liminary determination, we found 
that IITSUS item numbers 
7304.20.10.00, 7304.20.20.00, 
7304.20.30.00, 7304.20.40.00, 
7304.20.50.10, 7304.20.50.50, 
7304.20.60.10, 7304.20.60.50, and 
7304.20.80.00 were no longer valid 
HTSUS item nwnbers. Accordingly, 
these nwnbers have been deleted from 
the scope definition. 

Although the HTSUS subheadings are 
provided for convenience and customs 
purposes, our written description of the 
scope of this investigation is dispositive. 

Injury Test 

Because Italy is a "country under the 
Agreement" within the meaning of 
section 701(b) of the Act, the U.S. 
International Trade Commission ("ITC"} 
is required to determine whether 
imports of OCTG from Italy materially 
injure, or threaten malarial injury to, a 
U.S. industry. On August 3, 1994, the 
ITC preliminarily determined that there 
is a reasonable indication that an 
industry in the United States is being 
materially injured or threatened with 
material injury by reason of imports 
from Italy of the subject merchandise 
(59FR42286,August17, 1994). 

~ HJstmy of Respondent 

Prior to its liquidation in 1988, 
Finsider S.p.A. ("Finsider"} was the 
holding company for all state-owned 
steel companies in Italy, including 
Dalmine. Dalmine was an operating 
company wholly owned by Finsider. 
After Finsider's liquidation, a new 
gavemment-owned holding company, 
n.v A S.pA. ("ll.V A"), was created. 
IL VA took over the former Finsider 
companies, among them Dalmine, 
which became a subsidiary of IL VA in 
1989 when Finsider's shareholding in 
Dalmine was transferred to IL VA. 

Between 1990 and 1993, Dalmme 
itself was radically restructured. 
Dalmine became a financial holding 
company, with industrial, trading, and 
service shareholdings. As part of its 
restructuril:!g, Dalmine made several 
asset purchases, sold two of its 
subsidiaries to private parties, and 
closed several manufacturil:!g facilities. 
As of December 31, 1993, the Dalmine 
Group consisted of a holding company 
CDalmine S.pA.), four wholly-owned. 
and one majority-owned, manufacturing 
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companies, and a number of sales and 
service subsidiaries. 

During the POI, IL VA was owned by 
the lstituto per la Ricostruzione 
Industriale ("IRI"), a holding company 
which was wholly-owned by the GOL 

Spin-offs 
In its questionnaire response, Dalmine 

reoorted that between 1990 and 1991, as 
p~ of its overall restructuring process. 
the company twice sold "productive 
un~ts" to private buyers. According to 
Dalmine, these sales involved facilities 
that do not produce the subject 
merchandise. In the preliminary 
determination. we determined that the 
amount of potentially spun-off benefits 
was insignificant. We did not learn 
anything at verification that would lead 
us to reverse this determination. 
Therefore, we have not reduced the 
subsidies allocated to sales of the 
subject merchandise. (See Final 
Concurrence Memorandum dated June 
19, 1995), 

Equityworlhiness 
Petitioner bas alleged that Dalmine 

was unequityworthy in 1989, the year it 
received an indirect equity infusion 
from the GOI, through ILVA S.p.A. 
("IL VA"), and that the equity infusion 
was. therefore, inconsistent with 
commercial considerations. 

In accordance with§ 355.44(e)(l) of 
the Proposed Regulations 
(Countervailing Duties; Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaldng and Request for 
Public Comments ("Proposed 
Regulations"), 54 FR 23366, May 31, 
1989)), we preliminartly determined 
that ILVA's purchase ofDalmine's 
shares was consistent with commercial 
considerations because Dalmine 
provided evidence that private 
investors, unrelated to Dalmine or the 
GO!, purchased a sillllificant percentage 
of the 1989 equity offering, on the same 
terms as IL VA. We did not learn 
anything at verification that would lead 
us to reverse this finding. Therefore. the 
Department determines that IL V A's 
purchase ofDalmine's shares was 
consistent with commercial 
considerations. 

Creditworthiness 
Petitioner bas alleged that Dalmine 

was uncreditworthy in every year 
between 1979 and 1993. In accordance 
with § 355.44(b)(6)(i) of the Proposed 
Regulations, we preliminarily 
,(etemrined that Dalmine was 
;;reditworthy from 1979 to 1993. In 
making this determination we examined 
Dalmine 's current. quick. times interest 
o.amed, and debt-to-equity ratios, in 
addition to its profit margin. 

Specifically, although a number of the 
financial indicators .are weak for certain 
years, none of the indicators are weak 
over the medium or long term. and 
when examined together on a yearly 
basis. the indicators support the 
determination that Dalmine was 
creditworthy in every year examined. 
(See also Creditworthy Memorandum. 
November 18, 1994).'fn addition, 
Dabnine received long·term. 
commercial loans from private lenders 
in several of the yeais examined. 

We did not learn anything new at 
verification that would lead us to 
reconsider our preliminary 
determinatiOn. Therefore, we continue 
to find that Dalmine was creditwortllv 
from 1979 to 1993, , 

Benchmarks and Discount Rates 
Dalmine did not take out any long· 

term; fured-rate, lire-denominated loans 
in any of the years of the government 
loans under investigation. Therefore. in 
accordance with§ 355.44(b)(4) of the 
Proposed Regulations, in our 
preliminary determination we used, as 
the benchmark interest rate, the Bank of 
Italy reference rate which was 
deterntined in Final Affirmative 
Countervailing Duty Determinations: 
Certain Steel Products from Italy 
("Certain Steel from Italy"), 58 FR. 
37327 ()ulv 9, 1993), to be both the best 
approximation of the cost of long-term 
borrowing in Italy. and the only long
term fixed interest rate commonly 
available in Italy. We also used this rate 
as the discount rate for allocating over 
time the benefit from non-recurring 
grants for the same reasons as explained 
in Final Affirmative Countervailing 
Duty Determination: Certain Steel 
Products from Spain, 58 FR 37374, 
37376 ()ulv 9, l993), 

At veiilfcation. we learned that the 
Bank of Italy reference rate reflects the 
cost for Italian banks to borrow long· 
term funds. Therefore, the reference rate 
does not incorporate the mark-up a bank 
would charge a corporate client when 
making a long-term loan. Long-term 
corporate interest rate data is not 
available in Italy, Accordingly, we have 
adjusted the reference rate used in the 
preliminary determination upward to 
reflect the mark-up an Italian bank 
would charge a corporate customer. 

In order to approximate this mark-up, 
we calculated the difference between 
the average short-tenn corporate 
borrowing rate in Italy and the average 
interest rate on short-term Italian 
government debt, for each year in which 
Dalmine received long-term lire loans or 
non-recurring grants from the 
government. We then added this mark
up to the Italian reference rate used in 

the preliminary determination to 
approximate an average long-term 
corporate benchmark interest rate. We 
also used these rates as the' discount 
rates for allocating over time the benefit 
from non-recurring grants, See Certam 
Steel Products from Spain, 58 FR at 
37376, 

For long-term loans denomin~ted in 
other currencies, we used, as the 
benchmark interest rate, an average 
long-term fixed interest rate for loans 
denominated in the same currency. (See 
section E-Artlcle 54 Loans below.) 

Calculation Methodology 

For purposes of this determination, 
the period for which we are measuring 
subsidies (the POI) is calendar year 
1993. In determining the benefits 
received under the various programs 
described below, we used the following 
calculation methodology. We first 
calculated the benefit attributable to the 
POI for each countervailable program, 
using the methodologies described in 
each program section below. For each 
program, we then divided the benefit 
attributable to Dalmine in the POI by 
Dalmine's total sales revenue, as none of 
the programs was limited to either 
certain subsidiaries or products of 
Dalmine. Next, we added the benefits 
for all programs, including the benefits 
for programs which were not allocated 
over time, to anive at Dalmine's total 
subsidy rate. Because Dalmine is the 
only respondent company in this 
Investigation, this rate is also the 
country-wide rate, 

Based upon our analysis of the 
petition, the responses to our 
questionnaires. verification, and 
comments by interested parties, we 
determine the following: 

I. Programs Determined to be 
Comrtervailable 

A. Benefit$ Provided under Law 675177 

Law 675/77 was enacted to bring 
about restructuring and reconversion in 
the following industrial sectors: (1) 
Electronic technology; (2) the 
manufacturing industry: (3) the agro
food industry; (4) the chemical industry: 
(5) the steel industry; (6) the pulp and 
paper industry: (7) the fashion sector: 
and (8) the automobile and aviation 
sectors. Law 675/77 also sought to 
promote optimal exploitation of energy 
resources, and ecological and 
environmental recovery. 

A primary goal of this legislation was 
to bring all government industrial 
assistance programs under a single law 
in order to develop a system to replace 
indiscriminate and random public 
intervention by the GO!, Other goals 
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were (1) to reorganize and develop the 
industrial sector as a whole: (2) to 
increase employment in the South; and 
(3) to maintain employment in 
depressed areas. Among other measures 
taken, the Jnterministerial Committee 
for the Coordination of Industrial Policy 
("CIPI") was created as a result of Law 
675/77. CIPI approves individual 
projects in each of the industrial sectors 
listed above. 

Six main programs were provided 
under Law 675/77: (1) Interest 
contn"butions on bank loans; (2) 
mortgage loans provided by the MiniStry 
of Industry at subsidized interest rates; 
(3) interest contributions on funds 
raised by bond issues; (4) capital grants 
for projects in the South; (5) personnel 
retraining grants; and (6) VAT 
reductions on purchases of capital 
goods by compallies in the South. 
Dalmine reported that it received 
benefits under items (1), (2). and (5) 
above. 

Jn its response, the GO! asserts that 
the steel and automobile industries did 
not receive a "disproportionate" share 
of benefits associated with interest 
contributions when the e.'<lent of 
investment in those industries is 
compared to the extent of investment in 
other industries. However, in keeping 
with past practice, we did not consider 
the level of investment in the the 
individual industries receiving benefits 
under Law 675/77. Instead. we followed 
the analysis outlined in Final 
Affirmative Countervailing Duty 
Determination: Grain-Oriented 
Electrical Steel from Italy (Grain
Orlented·Electrical Steel), 59 FR 18357 
(April 18, 1994), and Final Affirmative 
Countervailing Duty Determination: 
Certain Steel Products from Brazil, 58 
FR37295, 37295 (July 9, 1993), of 
comparing the share of benefits received 
by the steel industry to the collective 
share of benefits provided to other users 

. of the programs. . 
AccOrding to the information 

provided by the GOL of the eigbt 
industrial sectors eligible for benefits 
under Law 675/77. the two dominant 
users of the interest contribution · 
program were (1) the Italian auto 
industry which accounted for 34 
percent of the benefits. and (2) the 
Italian steel industry wlrich accounted 
for 33 percent of the benefits. Likewise, 
with respect to the mortgage loans, the 
two dominant users were the auto and 
steel industries which received 45 
percent and 31 percent of the benefits, 
respectively. 

Jn ligbt of the above evidence, we 
determine that the steel industry was a 
dominant user of both the interest 
contribution and the mortgage loan 

programs under Law 675/77. (See 
section 355.43(b)(2)(iii) of the Proposed 
Regulations). Therefore. we determine 
that benefits received by Dalmine under 
these programs are being provided to a 
specific enterprise or industry or group 
of enterprises or industries. On this 
basis. we find Law 675/77 li.nancing to 
be countervailable to the extent that it 
is granted on terms inconsistent with 
commercial considerations. 

Under the interest contribution 
program, Italian commercial banks 
provided loans to industries designated 
under Law 675/77. The interest owed by 
the recipient compallies was partially 
offset by interest contributions from the 
GO!. Dalmine received bank loans with 
interest contributions under Law 675/77 
wlrich were outstanding in the POI. 

Because the GO! interest 
contributions were automatically 
available when the loans were taken 
out. we consider the contributions to 
constitute reductions in the interest 
rates charged. rather than grants [see 
Certain Steel from Italy at 37335). 

At verification, we established that 
Dalmine had repaid each of the loans it 
received under this program in June 
1994. We further found that Dahnine 
had not yet received a portion of the 
interest contributions originally owed to 
it by the GO! under this program. due 
to delays in GO! approval of several 
Dalmine internal asset transfers. Finally. 
we established that Dalmine had paid 
interest on each of the loans during the 
loan grace periods, contrary to what 
Dalmine reported in its questionnaire 
responses. 

Dalrnine argues that the GO! 
terminated the subsidized loan portion 
of this program in 1982, and that 
Dalmine repaid each of the loans in June 
1994, after the POI, but before the 
publication of the pre!imiJJary 
determination. Consequently. Dalmine 
contends, no further benefits can accrue 
to Dalmine under this program. 
Therefore, according to Dahnine, the 
Department should, in accordance with 
the Department's policy to take 
program-wide changes into account in -
setting the duty deposit rate, set 
Dalmine 's deposit rate for this program 
to zero. 

Contrary to Dalmine's assertion. we 
determine that the termination of the 
subsidized loan portion of this program 
does not constitute a program-wide 
change as defined in §355.50(b)(l) of 
the Proposed Regulations. Specifically, 
although Dalmine has repaid the loans 
it received under the program. there 
could be other Italian companies with 
loans that are still outstanding. 
Therefore, despite termination of the 
program in 1982, there may still be 

residual benefits under the program. 
Under our program-wide change policy. 
the change at issue cannot be limited to 
individual firms. Consequently. we 
determine that the "termination" of the 
subsidized loan portion of this program 
does not constitute a program-wide 
change. See Final Affirmative 
Countervailing Duty Determination and 
Countervailing Duty Orders: Certain 
Welded Carbon Steel Pipe and Tube 
Products From Argentina (Argentine 
Pipe). 53 FR 37619 (September 27, 
1988); § 355.50(b)(l) of the Proposed 
Regulations. 

Alternatively, Dalmine claims that the 
Department should recalculate the 
benefits under this program to reflect 
the delayed receipt of GO! interest 
contributions,·as well as Dalmine's 
payment of grace period interest. 

With respect to \he grace period. we 
have adjusted our calculations to reli.ect 
that Dalmine paid interest during that 
-e. as established at verification. 
However. we are treating the interest 
contributions as countervailable on the 
date Dalmine made the corresponding 
interest payments. despite any delay in 
receipt by Dalmine. This is because 
Dalmine's entitlement to the interest 
conttibutions was automatic when it 
made the interest payments. Thus, we 
find, for purposes of benefit calculation. 
that the interest c6ntributions were 
received at the time the interest 
payments were made. See Steel Wire 
Nails from New Zealand, 52 FR 37196 
(1987). 

Under the mortgage loan program. the 
GO! provides long-term loans at 
subsidized interest rates. Dalmine 
received financing under this program 
which was outstanding in the POI. 

To determine whether these programs 
conferred a benefit, we compared the 
effective interest rate paid by Da1mine to 
the benchmark interest rate, discussed 
above. Based on this comparison, we 
determine that the financing provided 
under these programs is inconsistent 
with commercial considerations. i.e., on 
terms more favorable than the 
benchmark financing. 

To calculate the benefit from these 
programs. we used our standard long
term loan methodology as described in 
§ 355.49(c)(l) of the Proposed 
Regulations. We then divided the 
benefit allocated to the POI for each 
program by Dalmine's total sales in 
1993. On this basis, we determine the 
net subsidy from these programs to be 
0.46 percent ad valorem for all 
manufacturers, producers, and exporters 
in Italy of the subject merchandise. 

With respect to retraining grants 
provided to Dalmine under Law 675/77, 
it is the Depaxtment"s practice to treat 
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training benefits as recuiring grants. 
(See Certain Steel General Issues 
Appendix at 37226). Since the only 
grant reported under this program was 
received by Dalmine in 1986, any 
benefit to Dalmine as a result ofthis 
grant cannot be attributed to the POL 
Therefore, we determine that retraining 
benefits provided under Law 675/77 
conferred no benefit to Dalmine during 
the POI. 

B. Grants Under Law 193184 
According to the GO!, Articles 2, 3, 

and 4 of Law 193/84 provide for 
subsidies to close steel plants. As stated 
in Art. 20 ofLawN. 46 of17/Z/1982, 
steel enterprises, including enterprises 
producing 'seamless pipes. welded 
pipes. conduits and weldeci pipes for 
water and gas, are the recipients of these 
subsidies. As benefits under this 
program are limited to the steel 
industry, we determine that Law 193/84 
is de jure specific and, therefore, 
countervailable. 

At verification, we found that 
Dalmine received an additional benefit 
under tliis program not reported in its 
questionnaire~ We have 
Included this additional benefit in our 
calculation of the benefits received by 
Dalmine under this program. 

To calculate the benefit during the 
POI, we used our standard grant 
methodology (see §355.49(b) of the 
Proposed Regulations). We then divided 
the benefits attributable to Dalmine 
under Law 193/84 in the POI by 
Dalmine's total sales. On this basis, we 
determine the estimated net subsidy to 
be 0.81 percent ad valorem for all 
manufaclurers, producers, and exporters 
in Italy of the subject merchandise. 

c. Exchange Rate Guarantee Program 
This program. which was enacted by 

Law 796/76, provides exchange rate 
guarantees on foreign currency loans 
from the European Coal and Steel 
COmmunity ("ECSC") and The COuncil 
of European Resettlement Fund 
("CER"). Under the program, repayment 
amounts are calculated by reference to 
the pxchange rate in effect at the time 
the loan is agreed upan. The program 
sets a ceiling and a floor on repayment 
to limit the effect on the borrower of 
exchange rate changes over time. For 
example, if the lire depreciates five 
percent against the DM (the currency in 
which the loan is taken out), borrowers 
would normally find that they would 
have to repay five percell1 more (in lire 
terms). However. under the Exchange 
Rate Guarantee Program. the ceiling 
would act to limit the increased 
repayment amount to two percent. 
There is also a floor in the program 

which would apply if the lire 
appreciated against the DM The floor 
would limit any windfall to the 
borrower. 

Jn Grain-Oriented Electrical Steel, the 
Department found this program to be 
not countervailable because of 
incomplete information· regarding the 
specificity of the program. The 
Department stated that, because the 
determination was reached while 
lacking certain important information, 
the finding of non-countervailability 
would not carry aver to future 
investigations. 

In this investigation, information 
provided by the GO! shows that the 
steel industry received 25% of the 
benefits under the program. 
Furthermore, at verification, we found 
that in the years Dalmine took out loans 
on which it received exchange rate 
guarantees under this program, the steel 
industry received virtually all the 
benefits under the program. Based on 
this information, the Department 
determines that the steel industry was a 
dominant user of exchange rate 
guarantees under Law 796/76 and. thus, 
that benefits received by Dabmne under 
this law are being provided to a specific 
enterprise or iildustry or group of 
enterprises or industries. (See 
§ 355.43(b)(2)(iii) of the Proposed 
Regulations). Therefore, we determine 
that the exchange rate guarantees 
offered under the program are 
countervailable ta the extent they are 
provided on terms inconsistent with 
commercial considerations. 

Dalmine provided information that it 
could have purchased an exchange rate 
guarantee from commercial sources. 
However, Dalmjne's information 
pertained to 1993, not to the period 
when the governmell1 guarantees were 
provided. The GOl's response indicates 
that commercial excbange rate 
guarantees were not availahle in 1986, 
the year in which the loans and the 
guarantees were received. Therefore, we 
determine the benefit to be the total 
amount of payments.to Dalmjne made 
during the POI by the GOL (Because the 
amount the government will pay in any 
given year will not be known until that 
year, benefits can only be calculated on 
a year-by-year besis.J We divided the 
GOJ's payments in 1993 by Dalmine's 
1993 total sales. On this basis, we 
determine the estimated net subsidy 
fn!m this program to be 0.20 percent ad 
valorem for all manufacturers, 
producers, and exporters in Italy of the 
subject merchandise. 

ll. Programs Determined To Be Not 
Countervailable 

A. 1988/89 Equity Infusion 

In November 1989, Dalmine 
completed an equity rights offering 
which allowed existing shareholders to 
purchase 7 new shares for every 10 
shares they already owned. The new 
shares were offered at a price of LIT 300 
per share. At that time, n. VA owned 
81.7 percent ofDalmine's equity, with 
the remaining 18.3 percent owned by 
priva!e investors. Pursuant to the rights 
offering, n. VA subscribed to its full 
allotment of the new shares issued. The 
remainder of the new shares were 
pwchased by private shareholders. All 
shares were purchased at LIT 300 per 
share. 

Petitioner argues that, although 
Dalmine's shares were nominally 
publicly traded, the vast majority of 
Dalmine shares were indirectly owned 
by the GO! and, therefore, shares were 
not purchased in adequate volume by 
private investors to establish a valid 
benchmark. Specifically, petitioner 
contends that, in 1991, ll.VA owned 
99.9 percent ofDalmine and, therefore, 
Dalmine's shares were in fact not 
publicly traded. COnsequently, because 
essentially no private purchases were 
being made, the market price at the time 
of the equity infusion cannot serve as a 
valid benchinaik. Furthermore. 
petitioner asserts that it is highly likely 
that the remaining shares not purchased 
by ll. VA were purchased indirectly by 
the GO! through other holding 
companies. 

In response to our questionnaire, 
Dalmine provided a list of all 
purchasers of shares in the 1989 
offering. There was no evidence to 
indicate that the shares not purchased 
by n. VA were purchased by other 
government co111rolled or owned 
ell1ities, as petitioner suggests. 
Moreover, the extent ofll.VA's 
ownership in 1991 is not relevant to the 
choice of a benchmark for the equity 
investmell1 in 1989. 

Therefore, in our preliminarily 
determination, we detmmined that, 
because 18.3 pe.c..nt of the equity 
infusion was purchased by private 
shareholders, the sale of these shares 
provides the market-determined price 
for Dalmine's equity. Furthermore, in 
accordance with§ 355.44(e)(l) of the 
Department's Proposed Regulations, we 
preliminarily determined that the equity 
infusion is not countervailable because 
the market-determined price for equity 
purchaSed from Dalmine is not less than 
the price paid by n. VA for the same 
form of equity. We did not learn 
anything at verification that would lead 
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us to reconsider our preliminary 
determination. Therefore, we continue 
to find that the equity infusion is not 
countervailable. 

B. European Social Fund ("ESF") Grants 

The ESF was established by the 1957 
European Economic Community Treatv 
to increase employment and help raisi 
worker living standards. 

As described in Grain-Oriented 
Electrical Steel, the ESF receives its 
funds from the EC's general budget of 
which the main revenue sources are 
customs duties. agricultural levies, 
value-added taxes collected by the 
member states, and other member state 
contributioris. 

The member states are responsible for 
selecting the projects to be funded by 
the EC. The EC then disburses the grants 
to the member states which manage the 
funds and implement the projects. 
According to the EC, ESF grants are 
available to (1) people over 25 who have 
been unemployed for more than 12 
months; (2) people under 25 who have 
reached the minimum school-leaving 
age and who are seeking a job; and (3) 
certain workers in rural areas and 
regions characterized by industrial 
decline or lagging development. 

The GO! has stated that the ESF grants 
received by Italy have been used for 
vocational training. Certain regions in 
the South are also eligible for private 
sector re-entry and retninlng schemes. 
Since 1990, the vocational training 
grants have been available to 
unemployed youths and long-term 
unemployed adults all over Italy, 
according to the GO!. Before 1990, 
however, the GOI gave preference to 
certain regions in Italy. 

In Grain-Oriented Elec:trical Steel, we 
determined that this program was not 
regionally specific and not otherwise 
limited to a specific enterprise or 
industry, or group of enterprises or 
industries. Furthermore, we noted that 
to the extent there is a regional 
preference (i.e .. southern Italy) in the 
distribution of ESF benefits, it has not 
resulted in a countervailable benefit to 
the production of the subject 
merchandise, which is produced in 
northern Italy. 

Information provided by the GO! in 
this investigation is consistent With the 
information provided in Grain-Oriented 
Electrical Steel. Therefore, we 
determine that this program is not 
limited to a specific enterprise or 
industry, or group of enterprises or 
industries, and therefore, is not 
countervailahle. 

C. ECSC Article 54 Loans 
Under Article 54ofthe1951 ECSC 

Treaty, the European Commission 
provides loans directly to iron and steel 
companies for modernization and the 
purchase of new equipment. The loans 
finance up to 50 percent of an 
investment project. The remaining 
financing needs must be met from other 
sources. The Article 54 loan program is 
financed by loans taken by the 
Commission, which are then re·lent to 
iron and steel companies in the member 
states at a slightly higher interest rate 
than that at which the Commission 
obtained them. 

Consistent with the Department's 
finding in Grain-Oriented Electrical 
Steel. we determine that this program is 
limited to the iron and steel industry. 
As a result, loans under this program are 
specific. 

Of the Article 54 Joans Dalmine had 
outstanding during the POI, some were 
denominated in U.S. dollars and others 
were in Dutch guilders ("NLG"). To 
determine whether the loans were · 
provided on terms inconsistent With 
commercial considerations, we used the 
benchmark interest rates for the 
currencies in which the loans were 
denominated. That is, for the U.S. dollar 
loans we used the average interest rate 
on long-term fixed-rate U.S. dollar loans 
obtained in the United States, as 
reported by the Federal Reserve. For the 
NLG denominated loan. we used the 
average long-term bond rate for private 
borrowers in the Netherlands, as 
reported by the Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and 
Development ("OECD"). 

Because the interest rates paid on 
Dalmine's Article 54 loans are higher 
than the benchmark interest rates. the 
Department determines that Joans 
provided under this program are not 
inconsistent with commercial 
considerations and, therefore, not 
countervailable. 

D. 1989 Provisional Payment in 
Connection with 1989 Equity Infusion 

In March 1989, ILVA made a payment 
to Dalmine in anticipation of purchasing 
new shares in Dalmine. The payment 
was provisional in nature because EC 
authorization of the capital increase was 
necessary and, if authorization was not 
granted, the money would have been 
repaid to IL VA. The capital increase was 
not finalized until November 1989. due 
to delays in EC approval. At that time, 
the payment became equity capital. 

Consistent with the Department's 
position in Grain-Oriented Electrical 
Steel, we determine that the funds 
provided by IL VA to Dalmine are 
countervailable. 

During the period March-November 
1989, Dalmine had use of the money 
and paid no interest on it Therefore, we 
have treated the funds provided by 
ILVA to Dalmine as an interest-free 
short-term Joan from March 1989 to 
November 1989. 

Because any benefit from this interest
free Joan would be allocable entirely to 
1989, no benefit is attributable to the 
POL 

m. Programs Determined To Be Not 
Used 

We established at verification that the 
following programs were not used 
during the POI. 

1. Preferential IMI Export Financing 
Under Low 227177. 

2. Preferential Insurance Under Law 
227/77. 

3. Retraining Grants under Law 1811 
89. 

4. Benefits under ECSC Article 56. 

Verification 
In accordance With section 776(b) of 

the Act, we-verified the information 
used in making our linal determination. 
We followed standard verification 
procedures, including meeting with 
government and company officials, 
examination of relevant accounting 
records and examination of original 
source documents. Our verification 
results are outlined in detail in the 
public versions of the verification 
reports, which are on file in the Central 
Records Unit (Room B-099 of the Main 
Commerce Building). 

Suspension of I.Jquidation 
In accordance with our affirmative 

preliminary determination, we 
instructed the U.S. Customs Service to 
suspend liquidation of all entries of 
OCTG from Italy, which were entered or 
withdrawn from warehouse for 
consumption, on or after December 2, 
1994, the date our preliminary 
detennination was published in the 
Federal Register. This final 
countervailing duty determination was 
aligned with the linal antidumping duty 
determination of OCTG &om Italy. 
pursuant to section 606 of the Trade and 
Tariff Act of 1984 (section 705(a)(l) of 
the Act). 

Under article 5, paragraph 3 of the 
GA TT subsidies Code, provisional 
measures cannot be imposed for more 
than 120 days without a final 
affirmative determination of 
subsidization and injury. Therefore we 
instnu:ted the U.S. Customs s.rv;,,.; to 
discontinue the suspension of 
liquidation on the subject merchandise 
entered on or after April 1, 1995, but to 
continue the suspension of liquidation 
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of all entries, or withdrawals from 
warehouse, for consumption of the 
subject merchandise between November 
28, 1994, and March 31, 1995. We will 
reinstate suspension of liquidation 
under section 703(d) of the Act, if the 
ITC issues a final affirmative injury 
determination. and will require a cash 
deposit of estimated countervailing 
duties for such entries of merchandise 
in the amounts indicated below. 

OCTG 
Country-Wide Ad Valorem Rate 1,47 percent 

ITC Notification 

In accordance with section 705(c) of 
the Act. we have notified the trc of our 
determination. The ITC will make its 

determination whether these imports 
materially injure, or threaten injury to, 
a U.S. industry within 45 days of the 
publication of this notice. If the ITC 
determines that material injury or threat 
of material injury does not exist, the 
proceeding will be terminated and all 
securities posted as a result of the 
suspension of liquidation will be 
refunded or cancelled. However, if the 
ITC determines that material injury or 
threat of material injury does exist, the 
Department will issue a countervailing 
duty order. 

Return or Destruction of Proprietary · 
Information 

This notice serves as the only 
reminder to parties subject to 

Administrative Protective Order (APO) 
of their re$ponsibility concerning the 
return or destruction of proprietary 
information disclosed under APO in 
accordance with 19 CFR 355.34(d). 
Failure to comply is a violation of the 
APO. 

This determination is published 
pursuant to section 705(d) of the Act 
and 19 CFR 355.20(a)(4). 

Dated: I=• 29, 1995. 

Sasan G. Esselman, 
Assmant Secmary fur Import 
Administration. 
[FR Doc. 9S-15623 Filed 6-27-95; 8:45 am] 

BIL.UNG CODE 151o-os-P 
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APPENDIX C 

WITNESSES APPEARING 
AT THE COMMISSION'S HEARING 
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Those listed below appeared as witnesses at the Commission's public hearing on OCTG on 
June 27, 1995. Public and in camera sessions were held in connection with the investigations in the 
Commission's main hearing room in Washington, D.C. 

In Support of Imposition of Countervailing 
and Antidumping Duties: 

Panel 1 

Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher and Flom 
Washington, D.C. 
on behalf of 

Koppel Steel Corp. 
USX Corp. 
U.S. Steel Group (a unit of USX Corp.) 
USS/Kobe Steel Co. 

Paul Wilhelm, President, U.S. Steel Group 

David Lohr, General Manager, Tubular Products 
Division, U.S. Steel Group 

Don Dabkowski, Manager of Metallurgy and 
Quality Assurance, Tubular Products Division, 
U.S. Steel Group 

Joe Scherrbaum, Manager for Sales and 
Marketing, U.S. Steel Group 

Gary Gajdzik, General Manager of Tubular 
Operations, USS/Kobe Steel Co. 

Bart Niemeyer, Vice President of Sales, 
and Marketing, Koppel Steel Co. 

Thomas McGrann, President, Tubular 
Corp. of America 

JohnJ. Mangan. )-OF COUNSEL 
Stephen J. Narkin) 

Panel 2 

Schagrin Associates 
Washington, D.C. 
on behalf of 

Bellville Tubular Corp. 
IPSCO Tubular, Inc. 
Maverick Tube Corp. 
Lone Star Steel Co. 
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In Support of Imposition of Countervailing 
and Antidumping Duties - Continued 

Byron Dunn, Executive Vice President, Sales 
and Marketing, Lone Star Steel Co. 

Gregg Eisenberg, President, Maverick 
Tube Corp. 

Robert Pond, Vice President, Bellville 
Tubular Corp. 

Roger B. Schagrin ) -OF COUNSEL 
R. Alan Luberda ) 

Panel 3 

Wiley, Rein and Fielding 
Washington, D.C. 
on behalf of 

North Star Steel Ohio 
North Star Steel Co. 

William Swift, Geileral Sales Manager, 
North Star Steel Ohio 

Michael Ring, International Sales Manager, 
North Star Steel Co. 

Steven Filips, Vice President and General 
Manager, North Star Steel Co. 

Charles Owen Verrill, Jr. )-OF COUNSEL 
John R. Shane ) 

Panel 4 

Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher and Flom 
Washington, D.C. 
on behalf of 

usx Corp. 
U.S. Steel Group (a unit of USX Corp.) 
USS/Kobe Steel Co. 
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In Support of Imposition of Countervailing 
and Antidwnping Duties - Continued 

Henry Zarrow, President, Sooner Pipe 
and Supply Corp. 

Denis Schmitz, Vice President Inside Sales, 
Sooner Pipe and Supply Corp. 

Michael R. Chaddick, President, Wilson Industries 

Richard R. Stewart, Vice President and 
General Manager, Vinson Supply Co. 

Lewis Ketchum, President, Red Man Pipe 
and Supply Co. 

John Shoaff, Manager Operations Support, 
National Oilwell 

John J. Mangan. )-OF COUNSEL 
Stephen J. Narkin) 

Panel S Economists' Presentation 

Joseph W. McAnneny, Ph.D., Economic Consultant, 
Economists, Inc. 

Robert D. Stoner, Ph.D., Economic Consultant, 
Economists, Inc. 

Stephen J. Narkin) -OF COUNSEL 
John M. Ryan ) 
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In Opposition to the Imposition of 
Countervailing and Antidumping Duties: 

Panel l 

Wilmer, Cutler and Pickering 
Washington, D.C. 
on behalf of 

Sumitomo Metal Industries, Ltd. 
Kawasaki Steel Corp. 

John D. Greenwald -OF COUNSEL 

Economist Presentation 

Dr. Bruce Malashevich, President, 
Economic Consulting Services, Inc. 

Willkie, Farr and Gallagher 
Washington, D.C. 
on behalf of 

NKK Steel Corp. 
MC Tubular Products, Inc. 

Alan Orr, Vice President and Chief Engineer, 
Helmerich & Payne International Drilling Co. 

Robert Hickethier, President and CEO, 
Hickethier & Co. 

Chr~pher Dunn)-OF COUNSEL 
Dame! L. Porter ) 

Panel 2 

Mudge, Rose, Guthrie, Alexander 
and Ferdon 
Washington, D.C. 
on behalf of 

Siderca S.A.I.C. 
Siderca Corp. 
TAMSA, S.A. 
TAMSAinc. 

Alfredo A. lndaco, President, Siderca Corp. 

Tom Behanick, Vice President of Sales, 
Siderca Corp. 

David P ._Houlihan ) 
N. David Palmeter )-OF COUNSEL 
Richard G. King ) 
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In Opposition to the Imposition of 
Countervailing and Antidumping Duties - Continued 

George Y. Egge, Jr., PC 
Washington, D.C. 
on behalf of 

Tubos Reunidos, S.A. 

John A. Cary, President of Tubos 
Reunidos America, Inc. 

George Y. Egge, Jr.-OF COUNSEL 

Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauser and Feld 
Washington, D.C. 
on behalf of 

Pusan Steel Pipe Co., Ltd. 
Union Steel Manufacturing Co., Ltd. 
Dongbu Steel Co., Ltd. 
Korea Steel Pipe Co., Ltd. 

Warren E. Connelly-OF COUNSEL 

Wilmer, Cutler and Pickering 
Washington, D.C. 
on behalf of 

Sumitomo Metal Industries, Ltd. 
Kawasaki Steel Corp. 

John D. Greenwald-OF COUNSEL 

Panel 3 

Barnes, Richardson and Colburn 
Washington, D.C. 
on behalf of 

Yoest-Alpine Stablrohr Kindberg, GmbH 
Yoest-Alpine Tubular Corp. 

Fritz Oberreiter, Controller, Yoest-Alpine 
Stablrobr Kindberg GmbH 

Hilkka Witt, President, Yoest-Alpine 
Tubular Corp. 

Gunter von Conrad) 
Peter A. Martin )-OF COUNSEL 
Mark T. Wasden ) 
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In Opposition to the Imposition or 
Countervailing and Antidumping Duties - Continued 

Rogers and Wells 
Washington, D.C. 
on behalf of 

Dalmine S.p.A. 

Ryan Trainer-OF COUNSEL 

"INTERESTED PARTY 

Lindsay McLaughlin, W ashingtoli Representative, 
International Longshoremen's & Warehousemen's 
Union, Washington, D.C. 
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APPENDIX D 

COMMENTS BY THE U.S. PRODUCERS ON THE IMPACT 
OF IMPORTS OF OCTG ON THEIR GROWTH, 
INVESTMENT, ABILITY TO RAISE CAPITAL, 

AND DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION EFFORTS 
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Response of U.S. producers to the following auestions: 

1. Since January 1, 1992, has your firm experienced any actual negative effects on its growth, 
investment, ability to raise capital, or existing development and production efforts, including efforts 
to develop a derivative or more advanced version of the product, as a result of imports of OCTG 
(casing, tubing, and/or drill pipe) from Argentina, Austria, Italy, Japan, Korea, Mexico, and/or 
Spain? 

* * * * * * * 

2. Does your firm anticipate any negative impact of imports of OCTG (casing, tubing, and/or drill 
pipe) from Argentina, Austria, Italy, Japan, Korea, Mexico, and/or Spain? 

* * * * * * * 

3. Has the scale of capital investments undertaken been influenced by the presence of imports of 
OCTG (casing, tubing, and/or drill pipe) from Argentina, Austria, Italy, Japan, Korea, Mexico, 
and/or Spain? 

* * * * * * * 

4. With respect to your firm's operations on drill pipe only, have you, since January 1, 1992, lost 
sales or revenues or experienced any negative effects on your firm's growth, investment, ability to 
raise capital, or existing development and production efforts, including efforts to develop a derivative 
or more advanced version of the product, as a result of imports of drill pipe from Argentina, 
Austria, Italy, Japan, Korea, Mexico, and/or Spain'? 

* * * * * * * 

5. With respect to your firm's processing/finishing operations on OCTG, have you, since January 1, 
1992, lost sales or revenues or experienced any negative effects on your firm's growth, investment, 
ability to raise capital, or existing development and production efforts, including efforts to develop a 
derivative or more advanced version of the product, as a result of imports of OCTG (casing, tubing, 
and/or drill pipe) from Argentina, Austria, Italy, Japan, Korea, Mexico, and/or Spain'? 

Threaders 

* * * * * * * 

Processors 

* * * * * * * 
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APPENDIX E 

SUPPLEMENT AL FOREIGN INDUSTRY DAT A 
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Table E-1 
Drill pipe: Argentine capacity, production, inventories, capacity utilization, and shipments, 1992-94, 
Jan.-Mar. 1994, Jan.-Mar. 1995, and projected 1995-96 

* * * * * * * 

Table E-2 
OCTG excluding drill pipe: Argentine capacity, production, inventories, capacity utilization, and 
shipments, 1992-94, Jan.-Mar. 1994, Jan.-Mar. 1995, and projected 1995-96 

* * * * * * * 

Table E-3 
Drill"pipe: Japanese capacity, production, inventories, capacity utilization, and shipments, 1992-94, 
Jan.-Mar .. 1994, Jan.-Mar. 1995, and projected 1995-96 

* * * * * * * 

Table E-4 
OCTG excluding drill pipe: Japanese capacity, production, inventories, capacity utilization, and 
shipments, 1992-94, Jan.-Mar. 1994, Jan.-Mar. 1995, and projected 1995-96 

* * * * * * * 

Table E-5 
Drill pipe: Mexican capacity, production, inventories, capacity utilization, and shipments, 1992-94, 
Jan.-Mar. 1994, Jan.-Mar. 1995, and projected 1995-96 

* * * * * * * 

Table E-6 
OCTG excluding drill pipe: Mexican capacity, production, inventories, capacity utilization, and 
shipments, 1992-94, Jan:.-Mar. 1994, Jan.-Mar. 1995, and projected 1995-96 

* * * * * * * 
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APPENDIX F 

SPECIALTY PRODUCTS, ALASKAN SHIPMENTS, AND 
SHIPMENTS BY FINISHES 
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Specialty Products and Alaskan Shipments 

PRODUCT 1.-Seamless J-55 tubes (special chemistry), with carbon and alloy content necessary to 
make them upgradeable by quenching and tempering to API grades N-80; L-80; or P-110, Range 2, 
with an O.D. of 2-3/8 inches and weight of 4.43 pounds per linear foot. 

PRODUCT 2.-Seamless J-55 tubes (special chemistry), with carbon and alloy content necessary to 
make them upgradeable by quenching and tempering to API grades N-80; L-80; or P-110, Range 2, 
with an O.D. of 2-7 /8 inches and weight of 6.16 pounds per linear foot. 

PRODUCT 3.-Seamless J-55 tubes (special chemistry), with carbon and alloy content necessary to 
make them upgradeable by quenching and tempering to API grades N-80; L-80; or P-110, Range 2, 
with an 0.D. of 3-112 inches and weight of 8.81 pounds per linear foot. 

PRODUCT 4.-Seamless N-80 tubes (special chemistry), with carbon and alloy content necessary to 
allow them to be normalized without quenching and tempering, with an O.D. of 2-3/8 inches and 
weight of 4.43 pounds per linear foot. 

PRODUCT 5.-Seamless N-80 tubes (special chemistry), with carbon and alloy content necessary to 
allow them to be normalized without quenching and tempering, with an O.D. of 2-7/8 inches and 
weight of 6.16 pounds per linear foot. 

PRODUCT 6.-Seamless N-80 tubes (special chemistry), with carbon and alloy content necessary to 
allow them to be normalized without quenching and tempering, with an O.D. of 3-1/2 inches and 
weight of 8.81 pounds per linear foot. 

PRODUCT 7 .-Extremely high sour resistance-Casing or tubing, regardless of the type of end finish 
and regardless of its wall thickness, having threshold stress of not less than 85 percent of its 
specified minimum yield strength under NACE TM-01-77 Method A or critical stress value of not 
less than 10 under Shell Type Bent-Beam Method. 

PRODUCT 8.-High-yield-strength resistance for deep well-Casing or tubing, regardless of the type 
of end finish and regardless of its wall thickness, having a minimum yield strength of more than 
125,000 psi. 

PRODUCT 9. -Qualified high quality-Casing or tubing, regardless of the type of end finish and 
regardless of its wall thickness, meeting with any of the following specifications issued by Mobil or 
Shell: 

Mobil Supplementary Specification for J-55 grade casing & tubing (Level II) issued 
on 2/2/88; L-80 grade casing & tubing (Level II) issued on 2/13/87; L-80 grade 
casing & tubing (Level IV) issued on 2/13/87; C-95 grade casing & tubing (Level II) 
issued on 2/13/87; P-105 grade casing & tubing (Level II) issued on 2/13/87; Q-125 
grade casing (Level III) issued on 2/13/87; C-90 grade casing & tubing (Level IV) 
issued on 2/13/87; or T-95 grade casing & tubing (Level IV) issued on 8/16/91 with 
annexed specification issued on 4/24/90; OR 
Shell Offshore Inc. Specification for controlled yield, high toughness P-110 grade 
casing & tubing. 
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PRODUCT 10.-Heary wall-Casing or tubing, regardless of the type of end finish, having a wall 
thickness of more than one (1) inch and satisfying neither the Mobil Supplementary Specifications 
nor the Shell Offshore Inc. Specification listed for PRODUCT 9. 

PRODUCT 11.-Unfinished (not upset, heat treated (if needed), and/or tool joined) heavy-weight drill 
pipe (a seamless, heavy-walled tubular product generally made of carbon-grade steel, with an O.D. 
of 4 inches or greater and a wall thickness of l inch or greater). 

PRODUCT 12.-Unfinished (not upset, heat treated (if needed), and/or tool joined) standard-weight 
drill pipe (not meeting the criteria specified in PRODUCT 11). 

PRODUCT 13.-Mill-finished heavy-weight drill pipe with tool joint. 

PRODUCT 14.-Mill-finished standard-weight drill pipe with tool joint. 

PRODUCT 15.-Casing, tubing, or drill pipe shipped to Alaska which are required to meet any of 
the following "critical service" requirements: high collapse resistance (20 percent or more higher 
than API standards); low temperature impact resistance (high impact toughness that absorbs notch 
impact energy of 20 ft-lbs. at minimum and 25 ft-lbs. on average, for service at minus 50 degrees 
Fahrenheit); or premium joints (high gas seal and torque integrity). 

PRODUCT 16.-Casing, tubing, or drill pipe shipped to Alaska which are NOT required to meet any 
of the "critical service" requirements listed for PRODUCT 15. 

Table F-1 
Specialty products: U.S. shipments of domestic product, U.S. shipments of imports, by sources, and 
apparent U.S. consumption, by products, 1992-94, Jan.-Mar. 1994, and Jan.-Mar. 1995 

* * * * * * * 

Table F-2 
Alaskan shipments: U.S. shipments of domestic product, U.S. shipments of imports, by sources, 
and apparent U.S. consumption of OCTG shipments to Alaska, by.products, 1992-94, Jan.-Mar. 
1994, and Jan.-Mar. 1995 

* * * * * * * 
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Table F-3 
OCTG: U.S. shipments of imports, by finishes and by sources, 1992-94, Jan.-Mar. 1994, and Jan.-Mar. 1995 

Jan.-Mar.-
Item 1992 1993 1994 1994 1995 

Ouantity (short tons) 
unfinished: 

Argentina ................ . ••• *** *** *** *** 
Austria .................. . *** *** *** *** *** 
Italy ................... . *** *** *** *** *** 
Japan ................... . *** *** *** *** *** 
Korea (LTFV) ............. . *** *** *** *** *** 
Mexico ................. . *** *** *** *** *** 
Spain .................... . *** *** *** *** *** 

Subtotal ................ . 41,648 90,190 85,983 23,934 9,237 
Other sources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26,587 31 445 31,725 5,317 6,93fi 

Total .................. . 68,235 121,645 117,708 29,251 16,173 
Finished: 

Argentina ................ . *** *** *** *** *** 
Austria .................. . *** *** *** *** *** 
Italy ................... . *** *** *** *** *** 
Japan .................. - . *** *** *** *** *** 
Korea (LTFV) ............. . *** *** *** *** *** 
Mexico ................. . *** *** *** *** *** 
Spain ................... . *** *** *** *** *** 

Subtotal ................ . 90,378 170,495 157,607 40,905 19,972 
Other sources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,401 19,152 ~4,023 8,297 10,5Q3 

Total .................. . 99,779 189,647 191,630 49,202 30,475 
Total: 

Argentina ................ . *** *** *** *** *** 
Austria .................. . *** *** *** *** *** 
Italy ................... . *** *** *** *** *** 
Japan ................... . *** *** *** *** *** 
Korea (LTFV) ......•....... *** *** *** *** *** 
Mexico ................. . *** *** *** *** *** 
Spain ................... . *** *** *** *** *** 

Subtotal ................ . 132,026 260,685 243,590 64,839 29,209 
Other sources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~:!.!188 :!0,607 65,748 13,6!4 17,439 

Total ............. · · · . · · lfi~ 014 311,2!12 2Q!!,338 78,4:!3 46,M~ 

Continued on the following page. 
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Table F-3 - Continued 
OCTG: U.S. shipments of imports, by finishes and by sources, 1992-94, Jan.-Mar. 1994, and Jan.-Mar. 1995 

Jan.-Mar.-
Item 1992 1993 1994 1994 1995 

Unit value (per short ton) 

Unfinished: 
Argentina ................ . *** *** *** *** *** 
A.u'stria .................. . *** *** *** *** *** 
Italy ................... . *** *** *** *** *** 
Japan ................... . *** *** *** *** *** 
Korea(LTFV) ............. . *** *** *** *** *** 
Mexico ................. . *** *** *** *** *** 
Spain ................... . *** *** *** *** *** 

Subtotal ................ . 864.96 710.01 728.53 763.68 729.67 
Other sources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 698.24 639.!M 605.11 684.22 769.75 

Total .................. . 800.00 691.66 695.26 749.24 746.86 
Finisbed: 

Argentina ................ . *** *** *** *** *** 
Austria .............•..... *** *** *** *** *** 
Italy ................... . *** *** *** *** *** 
Japan ................... . *** *** *** *** *** 
Korea (L TFV) ............. . *** *** *** *** *** 
Mexico ................. . *** *** *** *** *** 

*** *** *** *** *** 
956.48 870.83 815.33 822.98 891.00 

Spain ................... . 
Subtotal ................ . 

Other sources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 921.71 l!73.8Q 788.11 711.~8 812.72 
Total .................. . 953.21 871.13 810.49 804.19 864.02 

Total: 
Argentina ................ . *** *** *** *** *** 
Austria •.••......•...•.... *** *** *** *** *** 

*** *** *** *** *** 
*** *** *** *** *** 
*** *** *** *** *** 

Italy ................... . 
Japan ................... . 
Korea(LTFV) ............. . 
Mexico ................. . *** *** *** *** *** 

*** *** *** *** *** 
927.61 815.19 784.69 801.09 839.98 

Spain ................... . 
Subtotal ................ . 

Other sources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 756.61 727.8§ 622.81 7QQ.~O 795.63 
Total ..•.••........•.•.. 890.99 801.QQ 766.65 7§3.70 823.40 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
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